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(D) REMARKS 



2 The Action alleges the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting 

3 in view of applicant/assignee's own U.S. Pat. No. 6,556,470 B1 (Vincent '470 

4 hereinafter). Applicants respectfully and strongly disagree. 

5 On the technical merits, one must consider the technologies described which, as 

6 claimed, are clearly independent and distinct. Vincent '470 discloses and claims a 

7 "colorant" (independent Claims 1 , 2, 3, 5 and 7). The present application is for a high 

8 resolution display and methods related thereto. 

9 The inventors note that the present invention display embodiments are different in the 

10 sense that it describes specific embodiments directed to a novel and entirely different 

11 colorant displays than those using known manner colorants. For example, consider 

12 some of the few macro-differences between the present invention and previous display 

13 devices. This is to say, the present invention display embodiments are not obvious in 

14 the absence of the molecular colorant, as say to take the molecular colorant and place it 

15 in a liquid crystal display apparatus. The present invention display is tailored specifically 

16 to handle the molecular colorant. It is known, for example, that a liquid crystal display 

17 apparatus is designed to handle a liquid colorant and requires electrode plate-to-electrode 

18 plate spacers and edge sealing to accommodate the liquid. A liquid crystal display must have 

19 polarizers to operate, the present display has no dependency on polarizers. How would it be 

20 obvious to place a thin-film molecular solid-state colorant in such a display? Organic LED 

21 displays have a solid-state colorant, but require charge injection and transport layers around the 

22 active colorant layer. The present molecular colorant would be destroyed in such a system. It is 

23 not designed to handle electrical current. The mere fact that the present display may seem 

24 simpler than prior art displays does not make it obvious; it is different, non-obvious and clearly 

25 novel relative to all other displays. 

26 

27 Other differences can be described, but the point has been made. Alleging that a display 

28 apparatus is obvious from a colorant seems to the inventors herein to be technologically 

29 equivalent to alleging an RGB display tube is obvious from the invention of the discrete 

30 guns required, or even that paper is obvious from the knowledge of ink. The allegation 
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1 ignores the claims* elements for ail of the additional subunits or devices required to 

2 render a commercial product and process from the patented molecular colorant. The 

3 purpose of the judicially-created doctrine is to prevent extension of term for an invention 

4 (which here arguably would be an extension of less than 3 month), it is not intended to 

5 stifle invention of apparatus because component parts have been patented. As another 

6 illustration, to use the doctrine as it is attempted here would logically mean, for example, 

7 that an integrated circuit manufacturer could never patent a chip if it had a previous 

8 patent on a particular type of IC transistor used in that IC chip. 

9 From a legal, procedural standpoint, it should be noted that Vincent '470 (assignment to 

10 HP recorded at reel 012515/frame 0849) has the same inventors and assignee as the 

11 present application (reel 012650/frame 0734). Vincent '470 was filed July 31 , 2001 , less 

12 than 3 months prior to the present application. It is not a proper reference under Sec. 

13 102 nor Sec. 103 nor the above-mentioned doctrine. 

14 Moreover, the allegation ignores the statutory right to patent "...any new and 

15 useful...machine...or any new and usefulimprovement...." 15 U.S.C. 101, At the least, 

16 arguendo, the present application relates to a new and useful improvement to display 

17 device technology. 

18 

19 Moreover, the present application sets forth method claims and thus also falls within the 

20 provisions of 15 U.S.C. 100(b): "...method. ..includes a new use of a know process, 

21 machine, manufacture, composition of matter, or material." 

22 On one or more of the aforesaid grounds, it is respectfully requested that the rejection 

23 be withdrawn. 
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1 Questions or suggestions that will advance the case to allowance may be directed to 

2 the undersigned by teleconference at the Examiner's convenience. 



3 Date: Af\M| ^lJ)o4^ Respectfully submitted, 

5 Eugepffe H. Valet 

6 Att^ey Reg. No. 31 ,435 

7 (425)672-3147 

8 Fax: 640-0525 

9 ValetPatents 

10 314 10*^ Ave. South 

11' Edmonds WA 98020^ 



^ Do not change formal correspondence address; unless a PTO/SB/122 is filed herewith, formal con*espondence should 
continue to be sent to Hewlett-Packard per the Declaration. 
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